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Abstract: This paper examines the co-creation of playful learning designs across
educational and professional boundaries in teacher education and social education through
dialogic theories. It focuses on the understandings and voices of playful learning and how
dialogic co-creation is influenced by the presence of multiple voices and perspectives. The
study is guided by Design-Based Research in developing, testing, evaluating, and iterating a
playful learning design in higher education. The results expand on playful learning across
boundaries as a polyphonic and heterogeneous phenomenon with diverse and dynamic
voices interplaying with each other. It is conceptualised as both experimental, affective, and
relational learning processes, and is generally framed as anti-structural and thus in constant
tension with inherent structures of education. The paper finally discusses the co-creation of
playful learning as dialogic and tensional with constant paradoxical longings for conceptual
diversity and mutuality, for both polyphony and common language.
Keywords: playful learning; co-creation; design-based research; boundaries

1. Introduction
Playful learning has in recent years become an emerging area of interest in higher education
learning, teaching and pedagogy with hopes of developing current higher education towards
more open-ended, experimenting, intrinsically motivated, and joyful learning processes and
collaborations (Koeners & Francis, 2020; Nørgård & Moseley, 2021; Nørgård et al., 2017;
Whitton, 2018). Accordingly, designing for playful learning is an expanding field in
educational research and development approaching pedagogy through playful attitudes,
dialogues, and processes (Moseley & Nørgård, 2021; Thorsted, 2016), designing for playful
objectives and spaces in learning (Gudiksen & Skovbjerg, 2020; Whitton, 2018), and
collaborating across educational boundaries on playful learning (Majgaard, 2010; Pánek et
al, 2018; van der Aalsvoort & Broadhead, 2016). Generally, play and playful learning are
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial
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articulated as activities that differ from everyday life in establishing spaces within the
ordinary world bound by different rules (Whitton, 2018; Huizinga, 1949), as a
communicative ‘framing’ of the differences between a play reality and the meaning
generated outside of it (Bateson, 1972; Gudiksen & Skovbjerg, 2020) and that playfulness
enables play to be extended beyond its common contexts (Pánek et al., 2018; Sicart, 2014).
Consequently, playful learning in higher education emphasises curiosity, creativity, and
communality within shared and ludic spaces for teaching and learning, not by blending play
activities into higher education but by making playfulness permeate higher education
(Nørgård, 2021: 144-145). It has, however, been articulated that play and playfulness as
complex and ambiguous concepts need to be further examined across disciplines to
compare and expand upon conceptualisations, experiences, and practises of playful learning
(Masek & Stenros, 2021; Proyer, 2017; Sutton-Smith, 1997).
This paper examines the co-creation of playful learning designs across educational and
professional boundaries in teacher education and social education. The study is
methodologically guided by Design-Based Research in developing, testing, evaluating, and
iterating a playful learning design in higher education (Andersson & Shattuck, 2012; Goff &
Getenet, 2017). The analytic emphasis is on conceptualisations in boundary-crossing cocreation of playful higher education pedagogy and working in and with the diversity of
voices in developing playful learning designs for interprofessional and cross-educational
collaboration. The concept of voices is approached as social perspectives, themes, ideologies
and/or discourses that differ from utterances referring to individual speech, with an
underlying premise of dialogic differences as central in relational negotiation of meaning
(Bakhtin, 1981; Olesen et al., 2018). The paper thus examines dialogic co-creation - and aims
to expand educational co-creation and Design-Based Research through a qualitative and
empirical study of developing playful learning designs. The research question framing this
paper is the following:
How is playful learning conceptualised and voiced in interprofessional collaboration across
social education and teacher education - and how does dialogue influence the co-creation of
playful learning designs for higher education pedagogy?
The paper is structured with a 1) contextual background on Design-Based Research and
dialogic co-creation, 2) an overview of the research design highlighting the specific approach
to Design-Based Research with dialogic and ethnographic methods, 3) the results of the
study emphasising dialogic conceptualisation, tensions, and boundary-crossing in cocreation, 4) and finally a discussion of dialogic and creative tensions influencing co-creation
of boundary-crossing playful learning for higher education.
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2. Design-Based Research & Dialogic Co-Creation
Co-creation is gaining traction in public discourse and scholarly research as an array of
approaches to examining complex problems and developing solutions to them. Through
collaboration with diverse others, there are expectations of generating knowledge and
interventions that are otherwise beyond the abilities of individuals. The prevalence of
methods for co-creation has been linked to a ‘dialogic turn’ characterised by dialogic
approaches to creating and communicating democratic knowledge and promoting change
(Olesen et al., 2018: 16-17). In this understanding, knowledge is not something transmitted
from an expert to participants but a collective dialogue between diverse stakeholders
producing meaning collaboratively. The dialogic turn and co-creational approaches to
inquiry, exploration and development have also attracted increased interest in education
research where co-creational and co-productive methods and methodologies inspired by
design processes and thinking have surged in the new millennium (Verschuere et al., 2012;
Voorberg et al., 2013). Among those, Design-Based Research (DBR) has been an emerging
methodology for collaboration between research and practice on co-creating and
experimenting with educational interventions (Andersson & Shattuck, 2012; Barab & Squire,
2004). DBR is characterised as pragmatic, flexible, integrative, and iterative, recognised as
grounded in authentic educational contexts and situations, and attentive to the dynamic and
oftentimes messy nature of engaging in “real-life” practice (Andersson & Shattuck, 2012;
Barab & Squire, 2004; Wang & Hannafin, 2005). It aims at generating both general theory
and local impact, with design knowledge and principles as ways of translating and reifying
knowledge for future iterations and experiments (Amiel & Reeves, 2008; Baumgartner &
Bell, 2002). DBR is described as a collaborative methodology involving partnerships between
researchers and practitioners that recognises the complex and busy life of practitioners and
the researcher’s lack of knowledge of the complexities of a given practice, which prompts a
partnership of mutual aid in research and development (Andersson & Shatttuck, 2012: 17).
Collaboration in DBR accentuates the involvement of all participants in developing designs
and co-constructing knowledge but is also challenging and requires a substantial amount of
coordination, communication, and flexibility to ensure productivity and sustainability of the
contributions beyond the immediate presence of the designer (Wang & Hannafin, 2005: 17).
It relates to ‘dialogic design’ as a collaborative perspective on creating meaningful design
cultures that accentuate the complex and intricate relationships with stakeholders and
promotes sharing perspectives and taking actions, listening, and interacting, in developing
beneficial collaborative relationships with multiple participants (Manzini, 2016: 58).
This paper addresses the co-creational dimension of DBR as dialogic, collaborative, and
continuous meaning-making influenced by multiple voices and dialogic tensions. It draws
inspiration from Russian philosopher Mikhail Bakhtin on dialogic communication theory
(Bakhtin, 1981) and later developments of his works for dialogic co-creation (Olesen et al.,
2018) and dialogic boundary-crossing (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011). It is further inspired by
experimental collaboration as an ethnographic approach to co-creation accentuating dialogic
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potentials for enriching and adding nuance to processes and solutions through the
incorporation of multiple voices (Estalella & Criado, 2018). This paper approaches
collaboration between social education and teacher education as the continuous traversing
of immaterial boundaries such as professional, disciplinary and/or educational, where
dialogic boundary-crossing provides a framework of learning mechanisms for examining the
co-creation of interprofessional playful learning designs with the analysis focusing on the
learning mechanisms of “identification, and coming to know what the diverse practices are
about in relation to one another; [and] reflection in expanding one’s perspectives on the
practices (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011: 150). A dialogic approach towards DBR accentuates
boundary-crossing co-creation as complex, polyphonic, open-ended, and tensional with the
diversity and differences of ideas and perspectives of all stakeholders continuously present
in developing and experimenting with playful learning designs.

3. Research Design
The present study is part of an ongoing research project on playful learning and
collaboration across disciplinary, professional, and educational boundaries in higher
education focusing on vocabularies of playful learning and the influences of common
languages in developing playful learning designs and pedagogy. This paper examines and
discusses data from the pedagogical development, experimentation, and evaluation of an
interprofessional and playful learning design across social education and teacher education
through two iterations in 2020 and 2021 at a major university college in Denmark.
The research study is methodologically guided by DBR, and the analysis primarily draws from
15 qualitative interviews (1 hour each) and 12 design workshops (development or evaluation
workshops between 2-3 hours each) with educators that were audio-recorded and
transcribed. All interviews and workshops were performed in Danish with the transcriptions
quoted in this paper thus translated from Danish to English. The research design is guided by
analytical, developmental, iterative, and reflective phases of DBR (Goff & Getenet, 2017) and
inspired by Christensen et al.'s model as visualised in figure 1 (Christensen et al., 2012). In
the analytical and contextual phase, playful learning in higher education was examined
theoretically through academic literature on the subject by the researcher and in
collaboration with the practitioners, and empirically with qualitative interviews on playful
learning in social education and teacher education. This framed the development of playful
learning designs in interprofessional contexts towards co-creation through diverse
perspectives on playful learning. During interventions and iterations, the researcher and the
participants experimented with the playful learning designs, and the teacher's and student’s
articulations and experiences of playful learning were documented through field notes,
digital and analogue artefacts, and processual images. During the reflective phases, the
educators and the researcher engaged in collaborative evaluations of the interventions with
supplementary qualitative interviews - where the evaluation of the first iteration guided the
development of the second iteration.
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Figure 1 (Christensen et al., 2012; Goff & Getenet, 2012)

The qualitative interviews with individual educators and design workshops with groups of
educators are dialogic interviews inspired by phases of opening, widening and deepening
perspectives (Tanggaard, 2009; Wegerif, 2007), with the analysis guided by questions of how
different voices construct knowledge, when and how the voices are present, and how
tensions between voices influence co-creation (Olesen et al., 2018: 31-32). The
interventionist phases and the role of the researcher in DBR within the real-world contexts
of learning and collaboration are understood as practising ethnography in non-traditional
ways based on experimental collaborations (Estalella & Criado, 2018) and short-term
ethnography (Pink & Morgan, 2013). In experimental collaboration, the researcher develops
epistemic partnerships with the practitioners, and through processes of material and social
interventions, the ethnographic and empirical field becomes a site for epistemic
collaboration with participants becoming partners in joint exploration. The common
explorative space with epistemic partners accentuates ‘joint problem-making’,
problematising the world around us and examining it through a variety of available (digital)
tools (Estalella & Criado, 2018: 10-12). The influence of short-term ethnography is found in
the design workshops and interventions as “intensive excursions into their [practitioners]
lives, which use more interventional as well as observational methods” and going beyond
observational inquiry to facilitate short-term research engagements (Pink & Morgan, 2013:
352-353). Both approaches diverge from traditional observational methods emphasising the
interventionist, collaborative, and digital tools for ‘devicing the empirical field’ and cocreating knowledge on joint problems.
The processing and analysis of different data sources are informed by thematic analysis in
emphasising pattern-making through the coding of data, developing themes, and moving
back and forth between theory and data as an abductive approach (Brandi & Sprogøe,
2019). It is further guided by approaching the researchers’ subjectivity as a vital presence in
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the analytical process with both descriptive (semantic) and interpretive (latent) strategies in
representing conceptualisations and perspectives from the data while accentuating the
researchers’ knowledge in interpretation and clarification (Braun & Clarke, 2019, 2021;
Brandi & Sprogøe, 2019).

Playful and Interprofessional Designs for Learning
The papers' qualitative data from interviews and design workshops with educators are from
boundary-crossing collaboration and co-creation of playful learning designs in higher
education. The empirical setting was the development of and experimentation with an
interprofessional course across social education and teacher education during both
education's second semester. The two iterations took place during Autumn 2020 and
Autumn 2021, and each time with between 75-80 participating students. Two teacher
educators were part of both iterations, with four social educators participating who were
substituted and reduced to two between iterations because of structural and personal
challenges in educational planning. The first iteration of playful learning experimentation
concentrated on three full days of teaching and learning and the second iteration on four full
days which translates to approximately 40 hours of interprofessional and playful educational
courses. Though the learning designs were ultimately slightly different, both iterations:
•

centred on interprofessional collaboration between social education and teacher
education

•

were designed with playful approaches towards learning processes and collaboration

•

drew inspiration from role-playing (e.g., enactment of fictional cases, professional
roles, and educational caricatures) and object-based construction play (co-creation of
materials and objects e.g., representational moodboards, creative mashups, and
bento boxes)

•

had a common subject focus on democracy and citizenship

•

used practical problem-based cases to scaffold dilemmas and challenges of teachers
and social educators practice and interprofessional collaboration

The playful learning designs focused on the student’s collaborative work with authentic but
fictional interprofessional cases practising theoretical knowledge on interprofessional
collaboration, democracy, and citizenship with a secondary focus on examining playful
learning as a pedagogical field for the students as future practitioners. Playful learning was
approached as social and active learning and knowing using characteristics of role-playing
and construction play - i.e., playing with the professional roles of the cases (and the cases
themself being versions of pretend play about anticipated future practices) and engaging
with materials and objects to construct visual and aesthetic representations of reflections,
collaborations, and casework through e.g., mashups (co-creative ideation), moodboards
(aesthetic-symbolic representations of collaborative insights), and DIY bento boxes
(exploring professional preconceptions and understandings through co-creation of paper
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lunch boxes). In both iterations, the courses had a general framing of 1) theoretical
presentations and case introductions, 2) playful workshops with students engaged in a
variety of ludic, social, and material collaborations playing with roles, professional
knowledge, materials, and perspectives, and 3) presenting the case processes and solutions,
4) and finally engaging with a short individual reflective writing connecting playful learning
and interprofessional collaboration.

4. Designing for Playful Learning across Boundaries in Higher
Education
Playful learning across teacher education and social is constructed as themes of
experimental, affective, and relational voices through the descriptive and interpretive
analysis which I have examined and elaborated upon in a recent research article (Holflod,
2022). This paper expands the framework as a polyphonic pedagogy with multiple
perspectives and complexities adding nuances and challenges to the co-creation of playful
learning designs for higher education pedagogy. The challenges become particularly
noticeable through a continuous absence of and longing after a shared language of playful
learning. With the ambiguity of play in mind (Sutton-Smith, 1997), and the continuously
vocalised longings for common knowledge or shared vocabularies, this might be a general
finding transcending the local contexts emphasising the inherent difficulties of designing for
playful learning across boundaries in higher education. This is further analysed as dialogic
tensions in the co-creation of playful learning designs. Finally, the analysis provides a dialogic
perspective on boundary-crossing within DBR between educational boundaries and between
the researcher and practitioners through dialogical learning mechanisms.

Voices of Playful Learning across Social Education and Teacher Education
How is playful learning across boundaries in teacher education and social education
conceptualised - and what voices are at stake influencing co-creation? These questions are
recurring reflections throughout the co-creational design workshops, with multiple
explorations and discussions of playful learning and relations between play and playfulness.
The participants from the two educations conceptualise playful learning differently through
a variety of characteristics showing the simultaneous presence of different perspectives and
approaches. The voices frame connections between multiple perspectives as shared multivocal categories. During a design workshop with the participating educators in the first
iteration, the different perspectives towards playful learning were exemplified: the social
educators approached the shared design process by asking how play becomes learning,
while the teacher educators asked the opposite: how learning becomes playful, thus relating
to the future practices and anticipated needs of early childcare educators and
schoolteachers.
Playful learning was commonly expressed as social, active, and joyful ways of collaborating
and learning in higher education. A social educator articulates that the students: “must
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explore and experiment individually and collectively. Laugh, make fun and fool around - even
though it cannot be designed.” (Social Educator, Design Workshop, Sept. 2020). This
perspective resonates with the literature on playful learning in higher education
emphasising the explorative and experimental approaches through ludic attitudes and
immersive processes (Koeners & Francis, 2020; Nørgård, 2021; Nørgård et al., 2017;
Whitton, 2018). It also directly implicates the challenges of designing for playfulness planning for an emergent situation, an attitude, or a mindset. In conceptualising playful
learning across boundaries, a pedagogical focus was the design of learning processes that
potentialised students entering a playful space - often called a ‘sacred spot’ or ‘magic circle’
with reference to play historian Johan Huizinga (Huizinga, 1949; Nørgård & Moseley, 2021;
Whitton, 2018). During a design workshop in the first iteration, it was discussed as playful
entanglements with materialities and objects that created new possibilities for learning
environments and where “The students encounter materialities that act as portals into
playfulness.” (Teacher Educator, Design Workshop, Sept. 2020,). Playful learning was thus
uttered as outside the ‘ordinary’ spaces of higher education teaching and learning,
conditioned and bound by other rules and activities, resonating with conceptualisations of
play spaces and boundaries between worlds. Playful learning across educational and
professional boundaries was repeatedly framed as experimental, open-ended, and
collaborative. The students “test, try out and experiment together and afterwards reflect
upon their shared knowledge and potentials for using each other ... Through playful
collaboration, they open themselves towards each other and learn collectively across
boundaries.” (Social Educator, Design Workshop, Sept. 2020).
Playful learning across social education and teacher education can be conceptualised as
experimental, affective, and relational voices (Holflod, 2022). The experimental voice is
aimed at social and material experimentations and open-ended processes that emphasise
the unpredictability and emergence in playful situations and contexts. The affective voice
resonates with bodily, sensory, experiential, and emotional learning and collaboration
characterised by imagination, curiosity, empathy, and playful moods, with the relational
voice, conceptualised as new spaces for participation and action through democratic
engagement, diversity in perspectives, and articulations of the permeable or disruptive
potentials of playfulness in boundary-crossing collaboration. The three voices exhibit their
own pedagogical and playful characteristics, but also share several perspectives with playful
learning being e.g., social, joyful, and active - and with play and playfulness experienced as
fundamentally anti-structural providing tensions in educational systems guided by structure
and intent. Table 1 illustrates and elaborates on the voices of playful learning (Hoflod, 2022)
and further expands the framework with examples of playful learning design experiments.
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Table 1. The voices of playful learning
Voice

Experimental

Affective

Relational

Character Open processes;
istics
explorative;
investigative; trustful:
openness to failure;
construction; testing;
unpredictable; emergent;
active; creative;
laboratory-thinking

Emotions; moods; joyful;
curiosity; attitudes;
immersion; a sense of novelty;
human/material agency;
aesthetic engagement;
atmospheres; sensory;
wonder; empathy;
imagination

Participation; spaces for
action and possibilities;
difference;
perspectives; presence;
integration;
collaboration; cocreation; democracy;
permeable; disruptive

What
inspires
playful
learning?

Object-play; objectmediated communication;
social play; materialities

Pretend play; imagination
play; playful interactions; play
spaces/settings

Role-play;
communicative play;
object-play; socialinteractive play

Playful
Learning
Design
Examples

DIY bento boxes;
Aesthetic moodboards;
Creative mashups

Enactment of fictional cases;
exploring experiential and
evocative objects

Role-play of opposing
professions;
professional caricatures

Shared
perspecti
ves

Playful learning as social, joyful, and active; play spaces; ‘magic circle’; playful
framings; novel boundary-crossing; plays’ permeability; boundary-practices;
play/playfulness as anti-structural

Furthermore, the educators articulate playful learning as opposing current higher education
structures and focuses on performance, goals, and competencies, emphasising the openendedness and unpredictable learning processes while still operating within the structures
of higher education. It frames the paradoxical dimensions of playful learning in higher
education as anti-structural spaces and processes that contrast with the structures of higher
education. This is discussed in several recent research papers accentuating the
contradictions between playful learning and current educational systems as tensions
between openness and intentionality, autonomy and structure, and intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation (Holflod, 2022; Koeners & Francis, 2020; Nørgård, 2021; Whitton, 2018).

Dialogic Tensions in Interprofessional Design and Collaboration
This part of the paper examines the influence of multiple voices of playful learning in
boundary-crossing co-creation and design processes of playful and interprofessional learning
designs for higher education pedagogy, and thus explores the second part of the research
question.
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In dialogic communication theory meaning-making is relational and tensional; through the
utterance of voices in collaboration - and their intertextual relations - meaning is coproduced, but never “finished”. It is temporary - and culturally and contextually situated,
and meaning is therefore in a constant dynamic process of relational becoming (Olesen et
al., 2018). A recurrent theme in interprofessional collaboration lies in the calls for shared
vocabularies, conceptualisations, and language (Edwards, 2012; Rasmussen, 2017), and in
co-creating playful and interprofessional learning designs, a frequent focus were the
understandings and conceptualisations of playful learning across boundaries with aims of
developing a - at least temporary - common understanding. The educators frame conceptual
exchange and negotiation of themes and perspectives as central to the co-creation and
design of playful learning:
“Through developing playful learning, it became clear that we engaged with it through
very different conceptualisations of play and playfulness from social education and
teacher education. It became apparent that it is important to have an exchange of
ideas and concepts attuned to common conceptualisations of play and playfulness.
Otherwise, the collaboration will be challenged (…) though playful conceptualisations
have to be multiple.” (Teacher Educator, Interview, April 2021)

The quote displays a continual tendency toward searching for shared vocabularies between
social education and teacher education. It is, however, emphasised that playful learning is a
complex and polyphonic phenomenon that should not be reduced to a unitary
understanding. This creates a paradox in co-creation between the centripetal and centrifugal
forces with participants seeking both centralised and decentralised meaning; shared
language and individual perspectives (Bakhtin, 1981: 272). Hong et al. (2016) describe that
we need both parts of the spectrum with language both unified and individual, and a relative
equilibrium between the tensions to potentialise common meaning and facilitation of
communication (Hong et al., 2016: 2-3). Through the empirical data, this space in-between
mutuality and diversity can be addressed as multivocal unity; and as a temporary
stabilisation of multiple perspectives through shared contextual understandings (Shotter,
2009). In co-creating playful learning designs, it means a reification of centralised meaning
that allows for the diversity of playful voices and approaches in tangible playful learning
designs. The importance for co-creation is exemplified in the empirical data with the
educator’s reflections on approaching words and concepts differently across boundaries:
“We use different words and concepts of something that in reality are the same (…)
but finding the language, the same concepts and words, that everyone could agree
upon, was a challenge.” (Teacher Educator, Interview, May 2021)
“We have the same words and concepts, but we use them differently.” (Social
Educator, Interview, May 2021)

The two quotes are similar but tell different stories. One displays how social education and
teacher education is embedded with different words, concepts and vocabularies that
address the same phenomena, while the other articulates the opposite: that the two
educations have the same concepts and theories but approaches them in different ways.
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This is noticeable in the voices of playful learning across boundaries that sound alike but are
polyphonic and different. For instance, a collective observation during design workshops
regarding the relational perspectives on playful learning was that though the two educations
used the same conceptualisations and characteristics, they meant different things: for
teacher education, it was about engaging playfully with subject-based relations, and for
social education, it was the role of playfulness in developing social relations. The diversity
and fluidity in the voices of playful learning are articulated as general challenges in cocreation with dialogic tensions in different perspectives and approaches. These tensions
were, however, also framed as potential catalysts for pedagogical development. Mandell &
Jelly (2019) describe creative tensions as ongoing reflections and interplays between
competing perspectives, emphases and values in education that enables progressive
pedagogical thinking and educational design (Mandell & Jelly, 2019: 153-154). Conceptual
difference and diversity in co-creation is thus not only challenging but also provide
opportunities for new and detailed understandings and co-creations of playful learning in
higher education, where tensions at professional and educational boundaries become
resources for participatory innovation (Bogers & Sproedt, 2012).

Dialogic Boundary-Crossing in Co-Creating Playful Learning
Dialogic boundary-crossing provides a framework for examining co-creation across
professional and educational boundaries in developing playful learning designs for higher
education. The processes of co-creation are experienced as challenging when going beyond
boundaries and into new domains – i.e., crossing from one education and profession to
another. It resonates with the dialogic learning mechanism of identification in coming to
know diverse perspectives and practices and how they relate to each other. This is
emphasised across the empirical material, and is exemplified by a teacher educator during a
post-intervention interview:
“It becomes a challenge both going beyond and into another area, another expertise
and other traditions. In that sense, it is a challenging collaborative project that
demands a very large amount of readiness within us all.” (Teacher Educator, Interview,
May 2021)

The ambiguity of playful learning and developing it across educations and professions create
a collaborative space for identification in configuring and reconfiguring boundaries and for
new understandings to emerge, with reflection coming into play as both taking and making
perspectives through the dialogic conceptualisations of playful learning. Moving beyond
boundaries into new domains is both challenging and worthwhile (Akkerman & Bakker,
2011: 150) and can be triggered by the multivocality and ambiguity at the boundaries.
Boundary-crossing co-creation thus becomes a meaningful path to develop and experiment
with playful learning as an emerging phenomenon in higher education. Furthermore,
tensions potentialise productive transformation of practices, in relation to dialogic and
creative tensions, which is periodically made possible by introducing a “third perspective”
(Akkerman & Bakker, 2011: 147) such as the researcher/designer. Boundary-crossing co-
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creation is described as a complicated process with continuous negotiation and coordination
deeply influenced by the participant’s knowledge of each other’s professional and personal
boundaries. In the interviews, the researchers’ role is also commonly reflected upon as a
resource in promoting boundary-crossing collaboration through expanding perspectives
about playful learning and the process of interprofessional co-creation.
“You set it in motion in some way or the other (...) you might call it a common third to
engage around, and sometimes this is just really good. If it were just us it would always
become what we could think of and do.” (Social Educator, Interview, May 2021)

The notion of the researcher acting as a third perspective frames the researcher as an
enabler of dialogic reflection and transformation in facilitating the expansion of perspectives
in the educational and professional practises while potentialising collective development of
new practices of boundary-crossing co-creation (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011: 144-147). The
role of the researcher thus becomes a designer of space for dialogic boundary-crossing, and
a vital part of democratic inquiry to broaden participation and stimulate co-creation
(DiSalvo, 2022: 121-123).

5. Tensional Perspectives on Co-Creation of Playful Learning
The paper displays co-creation as tensional with constant longings for conceptual diversity
and commonality - for both polyphony and structure - in developing playful learning. For
Bakhtin, this is a constant flux between the centripetal and centrifugal forces that exhibit
dialogic tensions in meaning and language. Another perspective comes from the Danish
philosopher K.E. Løgstrup who describes how the amorphous might inhibit development and
creativity, and how structures sometimes provide opportunities for innovation and can be
required (Bugge & Sørensen, 2020). The dialogic and creative tensions described in the
analysis create interplays between differences and perspectives with conceptual diversity
becoming a potential resource for the co-creation of playful learning across boundaries.
Some structure is however needed to guide pedagogical development which frames a
demand for both structure and openness as contradictory longings in the co-creation of
playful learning designs. In dialogic co-creation, this can be approached as processes of
listening to the multiple voices at stake, exploring moments of common reference (Shotter,
2009) and creating dialogic space for co-creation as a shared, relational space that emerges
in dialogue with the exchange and construction of perspectives (Wegerif, 2007). Dialogic
design in co-creation thus becomes a matter of negotiating differences and perspectives:
“As a result, what makes a dialogic conversation in a design process is that the
involved actors are willing and able to listen to each other, to change their minds, and
to converge toward a common view; in this way, some practical outcomes can be
collaboratively obtained.” (Manzini, 2016: 58).

In co-creation of playful learning designs, it relates to exploring and playing with boundaries
in new ways of epistemic collaboration and finding opportunities to break old configurations
and move forward (Sicart, 2020). What is important then is not resolving the tensions that
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co-creation between boundaries produce, but rather the continuous exploration of diversity
in dialogue and action, supporting generative collaboration, as a tensional perspective on
democratic and polyphonic inquiry (DiSalvo, 2022: 19)
The dialogic tensions of unity and individuality can lead to conflictual processes but may
promote creative tensions - where the difference in perspectives and voices creates
possibilities for design and co-creation as drivers for developing new understandings and
conceptualisations of playful learning. This is relevant for approaching DBR as dialogic cocreation processes of relational becoming through the unfinishable and polyphonic voices of
a phenomenon and working within multivocal unity with dialogic and creative tensions as
drivers for pedagogical creativity and development across boundaries in education.

6. Conclusion
The paper illustrates that playful learning is perceived as a polyphonic and heterogeneous
phenomenon with diverse and dynamic voices interplaying with each other. Playful learning
across boundaries is conceptualised as experimental, affective, and relational learning
perspectives and is further framed as anti-structural and thus in constant tension with
structures of education. Co-creating playful learning is experienced as amorphous and yet
tangible, which influences communication and design in co-creation with longings for both
structure, unity, and shared vocabularies, along with individual perspectives and differences.
The process of co-creation as fundamentally dialogic is then not about discovering or finding
consensus, but voicing, listening to, and sharing perspectives, finding the equilibriums
between voices, with creative tensions as potential drivers of progressive pedagogical
development. The study underlines the necessity for both homogeneous and heterogeneous
perspectives in Design-Based Research – shifting between structure and openness – which is
conceptualised as collaborating toward multivocal unity through continuous explorations of
differences and tensions in boundary-crossing co-creation that is encouraged by the
ambiguity of playful learning at the boundaries.
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